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Attachment 1

BEFORB THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF m STATE oa OKLAHOMA

AEPLICATION OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL - )

TELEPHONE COMPANY FOR 'APPROVAL OF )
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WI‘I'H

PURSUANT TO § 252(¢) OF THE' - :- Rh:ﬂo
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996, - ) CAUSENO H'JD 9‘70

ooﬁo

Armc.u'on or Sovrswmgm Bm 'mmxm COMPANY. ron Aniowu.

COMES NOW Southwcstem Bcll Telephone Company ("South\vestem Bcll") md
herehy files this Appl.;cauon for App:oval of Inmonnecuon A@rcem:n: (the Agreemcnt).

pursuant to § 252(¢) of the: Telecomxrmnicatmns Act ot' 1996 (thc Pedcral Act) md OAC -

165:55+17-1, ¢1.seq., between Soutliwestern Bell and Intamedh Cummumcanons, Tae.
(“Intermedia™), and states as follaws: :

L. Partles PRI
Applicant is Sonthwestern Bell, with | its principal offices ixt Okhhoxu locmd a.t 800
Nonh Harvey, Okhhom Cny, Okhhoma 73 102,

IL Allegations of Fact,
Applicant prucxm to this Commission for appnml ' 1.!"""

PR e

negotiated and exccuted pursuasit to the serms of the Pedenl Act (Agremt. Amchmm;
) and OAC 165:55-17-1; et sed. After weeks of mtensive sood' mth nagonmons .

addressing hiundreds of complex-issues mvolved in such an tyeement, m punes exetuted

LI B
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the Interconnection Agreement between Southwestern Bell and Intermedia on December 18,
1996, filed berewith, together with various schedules, exhibits and appendices incorporate_d

therein. All issues have been successfully negotiated and agreed upon. Therefore, no
arbitration of any issue is required.

Applicant seeks the Cc;mmissiOn's approval of the Agreement, consistent with the
provislons of the Federal Actand OAC 165:55-17-1, et seg. Southwestarn Bell believes that
the implementation of this Agreement complies fully with § 252(e) of the Federal Act
because the Agreement is consistent with the public interest, convenience and neces;ity and
does not discriminate against any telecommunications carrier. The Agreement promotes
diversity in providers, provides for interconnectivity between the parties® respective networks
and will lead to increased customer chmcu for telecommunications services once Reconex’s
proposed tariffs are approved. .

Applicant respectfully requests that the Commission grant expeditious approval of this
Agreement, without change, suspension or other delay in its implementation. This it &
bilateral agreement, reached as a result of negotistions and compromise between competitors,
and S:mhwemm Bell belicves that procedures for review of the Agreement should be

designed to permit expeditious implementation thereof, and that interventions should be
strictly limited consistent with the scope of review specified by the Federal Act and the
Commission’s applicable rules.
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The applicable standard of revicyy iy sct forth in § 252(c) of the Federal Act and hag

neen subsunﬁycly adopted by this Commission in OAC 165:55-17-7(e). Section 252(c)
provides as follows:

() APPROVAL BY STATE COMMISSION

(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED, ~ Any interconnection agreement
adopted by negotiation or asbitration shall be submitted for
spproval to the State commission. A State commission to which
an agreement is submitted to shall approve or reject the
agreement, with written findings as to any deficiencies.

(2) GROUNDS FOR REJECTION. ~ The Stats commission may
only reject ~

(A) an agreement (or any portion thereof) adopted by
negotiation under subsection (a) if it finds that —

(D  the agreement (or portion thereof) discriminates
- against a telecommmunications carrier not & party
to the agreement; o
() theimplementation of such agreement or portion
is not consistent with the public interest,
convenience and necessity;
The affidavit of L. Bruce Sparling, Director-Competitive Assuranse for Southwestern
Bell, éstablishes that the Agreement submitted herein satisfies these standards (Afidavit,

Attachment T),

. IIL Leesl Authority
The Commission is vested with requisite authority pursuant to Article IX, § 18 of the
OXlahoma Censtitution, 17 O.S. § 131, ¢z seq., OAC 165:55, ot saq., and 47 U.S.C. § 252(c).

3.
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IV: Relisfsiought
WHEREFORE, Applicant respectfully requests that the Commission approve the

Interconnection Agreement between Southwestern Bell and Intermedia, and such additional

relief as the Commission deems proper and reasansble,
Respectfully submitted,

ROGER K. TOEPINS, OBA #15410
TRACY A. PARKS, OBA #14292
800 North Harvey, Room 310
Oklahoms City, OK 73102
Telephone: (405)291-6751/291-6483

ATTORNEYS FOR SOUTHWESTERN BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY

-"

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

On thig iﬂ_“day of January, 1997, a true and carrect copy of the foregoing was
mailed, postage prepaid, to:

Maribeth Snapp, Deputy General Counsel
Oklahoma Corporstion Commission

Jim Thaorpe Building

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Rick Chamberiain

(i)g;ooﬂhlAm;inenzﬂ
tate Capitol Building

ou-hmcuy.oxmos
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BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

APPLICATION OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL

TELEPHONE COMPANY FOR APPROVALOF )
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT WITH )
INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS, INC., )
PURSUANT TO § 252(c) OF THE )

)

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. CAUSE NQ. PUD 570

R —————reane

AFFIDAVIT OF L, BRUCE SPARLING

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
) ss:
COUNTY OF OKLAHOMA )

Befors me, the undersigned Notary Public, on the _23*% day of January, 1997,
personally appeared L. Bruce Sparling, Director-Competitive Assurance for Southwestem

Bell Telephone Company (“Southwestern Bell") who, upan being duly swarn cn osth,
deposed and said the following:

1. My name is L. Bruce Sparling. Iam over the ags of 21, of sound mind and
competent to testify to the matters stated herein, I sm the Director.
Competitive Assurance for Southwestern Bell, and I have knowledge
- conceming the Interconnection Agreement between Southwestern Bell and
Intermedia Communications, Ins. (“Intermedis™) on behalf of Southwestern
Bell. Ihave personal knowledge of the provisions of the Agreement. The
parties diligently negotiated under the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
culminating in an exzcuted agreement on December 18, 1996.

2. The Interccansction Agreement, together with its schedules, exhibits and
eppendices dthmmmintemdpuhgeudmtharemlt
of good faith srm’s-length negotiation and compromise between competitars.

3. Thn!mplm:nuﬁonofthh IntuconnecdanAmementhcomimnt\\dthme
public interest, convenience and necessity. Once Intermedia has effective
tariffy and an spproved Certificats of Coaveniencs snd Necessity, the
Interconnection will allow the exchange of traffic between
Southwestern Bell and Intermedis, furthering the transition of
telecommunications compettion in the State of Oklahoma, s policy which has
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been advocated by this' Commission and the United States Co:xgress The
Agtecmcnt allows diversity in providers, provides for i mterconnecumy and
increases customer choices for telecommunications semce:.

This Interconnection Agreement is pro-competitive in that it allows for
Intermedis to compete with Southwestern Ball as & provider of local exchange
service. The Interconnection Agreement allows Intermedia’s customers to be
able to make and receive local telephone calls to the same extent as they could
in receiving local telephone service from Southwestern Bell, including the
ability to have their names listed in the Southwestern Bell white pages, access
to 911 with no disparity in dialing, and an ability to place and receive
alternatively billed calls.

Implementation of the Interconnection Agreement will provide end users with
additional choice for local telephane service subject to the same service quality

- standards and service capabilitics as those required by the Commission's rules

and which end users have traditionally come to expect from their local service
provider,

This Interconnection Agreement does not discriminate agsinst any
telecommunications carriers. The Agreement is available to any similarty
sitnated telecommunications service provider in negotiating a similar
agrsement.

The Interconnection Agreement provides Intermedia access and
interconnection to Southwestern Bell network facilities for the provision of
telecommunications sesvices to both residential and business customers.

%« u
L. BRUCE SPARLING
Director-Competitive Assurance

Subsaribed and sworn to before me this 23" day of Jannary, 1997,

__Lfete X deartr—

NOTARY PUBLIC

My Commission Expires:

£/3€/n
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" AGREEMENT

This Agreement is between Intermedia Communieations, [18, (“ICI") and
Southwestern Bell Telephons Corpany (*SWBT) (collectively, *the Parties”) entered into
tis {9th _ day of 1996,

WHEREAS, the Partics wish to establish tarms for interconnection for purposes of
exchanging local, inral ATA interexchange and intetLATA interexchange traffic purscant to
%Tdeenmmunhmgs) Act of 1996 (the "Act"), and the Public Utility Regulatory Act of
1995 (PURA '95);

WHEREAS, ICT desices to provide local exchange servics to residential and
business end users predominantly over its own telephone exchange service facllities in SWBT

THEREFORE, (he Partles hereby agree as follows:
L DEFINITIONS

Definitions of the terms used in this Agreement are listed in Appendix DEFINE, attached
bereto and incarporated by reference.

I NETWORK INTERCONNECTION ARCHITECTURE
The Partles shall provide for intaroperation of thelr networks s stated below:
A Parties shall intercoanect their facilities as follows;
1. 1CT shall interconnect with SWBT's facilities as follows:

'R In cack SWET exchange area ia which ICT chooses to offer
local exchange sexvice, ICI, at a minimum, will interconnect
its network facilities to (2) each SWBT accass tandem(s),
md@)wdmmswmwmmwuasm
end office(s) subtending that local tandeni(s). SWBT End
Offices (*EO™) and tandems through which ICT will terminate
its traffic will bs called Designated Connecting Offices
("POIs™) and are Kentifled in Appendix POI attached hereto
and incorporsted herein by reference. As ICT initiates
exchange service operations in additional SWBT exchange

. areas, SWBT and ICI shall agree upon additional POIs in
o each new exchangs ares. ICI agrees that if SWBT establishes
sddidonal tandems in an exchange srea within which ICI
offers local exchange sarvice, ICT will intercoanect 10 the
additional tandems.

B A A A A ANidAaSAAAAEEanEnaSs
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Attachment 2

BEFORE THE CORPORATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

APPLICATION OF ERNEST G.
JOHNSON, DIRECTOR OF THE
PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISION,
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION
COMMISSION TO EXPLORE THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 271
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1996.

CAUSE NO. PUD
970000064

T SCRIPT OF PROCEEDING

April 14, 1997

OFFICIAL REPORTER:

Bertha McMurry

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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1
2 APPEARANCES
e,
3 .
JOHN GRAY, Assistant General Counsel for the Oklahoma
. Corporation Commission, Public Utility Division, appeared for
the Commission Staff;
S RONALD E. STAKEM and STEPHEN F. MORRIS, Attorneys, appeared
6 for MCI Telecommunications Corporation;
7 JENNIFER JOHNS, Attorney, appeared for Cox Communications
of Oklahoma. _
8 JACK P. FITE, KATHLEEN M. LaVALLE, MICHELLE S. BOURIANOFF,
s Attorneys, appeared for AT&T.
10 NANCY THOMPSON and MARTHA JENKINS, Attorneys, appeared for
Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
" MICKEY MOON and DARA DERRYBERRY, Attorneys, appeared for
12 the Attorney General;
3 ROGER TOPPINS and AUSTIN C. SChLICK, Attorneys, appeared
for Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.
14
J. FRED GIST, Attorney, appeared for Brooks Fiber
15 Communications Oklahoma, Inc. and Brooks Fiber Communications of
Tulsa, Inc.
16
7
H * * * * *
18 | .
!. This Cause PUD 970000064 came on for hearing on the 16th
i
19 i
;g day of April, 1997 before Robert E. Goldfield; Administrative
20 !
|, Law Judge for the Corporation Commission of the sState of
21
t Oklahoma for the purpose of taking testimony and reporting
22
thereon;
2 )
The Cause was called for hearing, and the following
24
proceedings were had:
‘ 25
l OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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sworn statements by Mr. Ed Cadieux on behalf of Brooks Fiber in

the cause. They are numbered on the Exhibit List as No. 33 and

44, and by virtue of your previous comments, I assume those are

already in the record.

Mr. Cadieux prepared a summary of his testimony. I have

that available if you would 1like that. We do have that

available if you so desire.

The only other comment that I did want to make-- ‘And we

would point out also that Mr. Kadieux is present and available.

We would submit him for cross-examination by any party who would

so choose.

THE COURT: 1Is there any cross erxamination?
MR. MOON: I would like to examine, Your Honor.
THE COURT:

Mr. Cadieux,; you make take the stand. '
Is there any objection to accepting Mr. Kadieux’s testimony into
the record subject to cross-examination. (Negative responses.)
(Witness sworn.)

EDWARD CADIEUX
called as a witness, and after having been duly sworn, testified
on his oath as follows, to wit:
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. MOéN:

Q This ié labeled “"Brief in Support of Application by SBC

Communications, Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and

Southwestern Bell Long-Distance for Provision of End Region

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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InterLATA Services in Oklahoma." It was. submitted as part of

the draft application by Southwestern Bell in this cause.

Mr. Kadieux, I would like to direct your attention to page
6 of this draft brief and ask you to read the sentence that I
have marked into the record.

A "Brooks Fiber commenced serving both residential and

business customers over its own facilities on January 15, 1997

and thus qualifies as a facilities-based competitor not only in

the ordinary sense but also under the narrow definition set out

in Subsection 271(c) (1) (a)."

Q Can you explain to the Court whether that statement is
true? Or just elaborate, based on your position with Brooks
Fiber.

A Can I have that in front of ﬁe again?

Q Sure.

A Well, the statement is inaccurate, erroneocus in at least

one if not two respects. Maybe it’s three respects.

First of all, Brooks does not serve--has not; does not--has

not at any time served residential customers over its own

facilities in Oklahoma. Period. In Brooks’ view, depending on

how you interpret the statute, but for purposes of Section

271(c) (1) (a), Brooks does not believe that it is sexving |

residential customers in any manner relevant to Section

271(c) (1) (a), whether over its own facilities or over resold
facilities, 'which is what is happening. The residential

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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"customers" that we have are all Brooks employees. We consider

them test customers. We have not made any general offering of

service to residential customers.

Q How many residential customers, which are your employees--

A Four, total, in the state of QOklahoma.

And finally, the last point is the definition of Section

271(c) (1) {a), and I won't go into the detail there, but

obviously we have a significantly different interpretation of

that provision of the statute.

Q Is Brooks Fiber currently actively marketing residential

service in Oklahoma?
A No.

Q aAnd the four residential customers that Brooks Fiber

currently is providing service to is on a resold basis?

A Reselling Southwestern Bell’'s dial tone local exchange

service. Yes.

Q So you would not call yourself a facilities-based provider

as it relates to residential customers?

A Absolutely not. Not at this point.

Q Is it true that 27 percent of Southwestern Bell's

residential lines and a substantially higher percentage of
Southwestern Bell’s business lines in Tulsa are within 1,000

feet of Brooks Fiber’'s existing network?

A I have not had an opportunity to make an independent

evaluation of that and confirm the accuracy of that. I guess

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION - OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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what I would say is, I would hope that our network runs

somewhere in the vicinity of substantial numbers of Southwestern

Bell’s customers, otherwise, we have done a pretty poor job of

network planning. But obviously, I have a much different

opinion as to what implications that has currently in terms of

competition.

Q If that is the case, would it be reasonable to think that

Brooks Fiber would currently be serving a much higher number of

residential business customers than they actually are?

a Well, the reason-- There are a couple of reasons why we

are not.

THE COURT: I am going to ask you to just answer the

guestion. That was a yes or no. He didn’t ask you the reason.

A Okay. Could you ask the question again?

Q I will rephrase it: Why is Brooks Fiber-- If this is the

case, that such a high percentage of Southwestern Bell's

residential lines and business lines are in such close proximity

to Brooks Fiber’s existing network, why is Brooks Fiber not

serving a higher number of customers than that?

A There are at least four reasons that I can think of off the

top of my head. One, we just started our initiation of service

in any manner fairly recently. January.

Secondly, Brooks has never intended to be in the resale
business on any pervasive, broad sense. As a result of that,

our primary methods of accessing customers are either connecting

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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customers directly to our fiber or connecting customers through

the use of unbundled loops. We are not serving customers

currently through use of unbundled loops for reasons that I

described in my testimony because we have not completed the co-

locations as yet. We are only serving a limited number of

customers off of our fiber ring because by the nature of the
service, it is only economical for business customers and

business customers of a certain size to connect directly to the

fiber ring.

Our main desire long term is to serve as many customers as
we reasonably can by unbundled loops, but we don’'t have that
current availability right now.

Q Could you explain the facilities-based service that you are

currently providing to business customers?

A Well, the facilities-based service we are providing to

business customers is a subpart of the service we are providing
to our business customers; that is, directly connecting business

customers who are located in close proximity to our fiber loop,

directly connecting them to our fiber. The transmission then

runs to our switch and from there is switched out either back to
our customers or, more likely, over the Southwester Bell network
to terminate with Southwestern Bell customers. That is the

facilities-based business customers we have right now.

We also have other business ' customers that are not

facilities based, in my opinion.

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION — OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT
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Attachment 3

APR-38-1997 15:57 P.@2

Febnsry 21, 1997

Thomas C. Behnet

Senior Telecommunications Analyst

Kansas Corporation Comemission
~ 1500 SW Anrowhsad Road

Topeka, Kansas §6604-4027

Re: KCC Staft Data Requests - Doqket Na, 97-SWBT-411-GIT
Dear Mr. 8chner;

Enclosed please find the responses of Brooks Fiber Communications o Staif's First
Set of Data Requests in the above-referenced Docket. 1 you have any questions
conceming these resporses, please feel to contast me at (314) 579-4537.

o~ Very tuty yours, .
Gmdld.”
Director, Regulatory Affairs - Central Region

Jia 4 & A A A B A A A

Brooks Finer Propertics. fac,

25 Woods M Road Soath * Suive 300
Town & Comrmry, Missoxrs 63017

TS . RATY Fax 314 678321

ma = =i a A a
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RESPONSES OF BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
TO KCC STAFF'S FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS
DOCKET NO. 87-SWBT-411-GIT

1. Do you have an interconnaction agreemernt with SWBT-K?

Rsspensa: Brooks has recently signed a Resale Agreement and a separate,
Interconnechion Agreement applicable to Kansas. The Resals Agreemant incomorates-
by-reference & rasale agreement which was previpusly entared into between SWBT ard
FAST Connections, Inc., and which has previously been approved by the Kansas
Corporation Commission. The Resale Agreement was executed by the partias on
Febryary 6, 1967 and filed with the Commission on February 11, 1897 itis pending
Commission approval in Dacket No. §7-BFCCL68-AT. The Kansas Interconnaction
Agreement was exacuted by the parties on February 10, 1837 and Brooks anticipates
that the document witl be filed with the Commission in the next several days.

il. Are you currently in negotiation with SWBT-K for an interconnection agreement?
Besponsa: No, negotiations were concluded within the 1ast two weeks, culminating in
the interconnection Agreement describad in the immediately preceding response.

{iL s your compeny currently providing local exchange services in Kansas?
Response: Na.

IV. Are you cumently advertising your local exchange setvice offerings?
A: No.

V. K the answer to question No. lit Is YES;

A. Tao how many residenyjal customars are you cutrently providing tocal exchange
setvice and the number of lines in service for these customers?

Response: Not appiicable.

B.Tohwnnwhslnessmmmmywwmwpmmmmemhange
setvice and the numbaer of ines in service for these customars?

Response: Not applicabie.

P.83



B B A A a sl a2 saassaas s maeas

P.B4

C. What other services are you providing to these customers other than the access
line?

Responsa: Not applicable.

D. in which geographic areas in Kansas are these services being provided?
Respoase: Not applicable.

E. Are these services being provided via your own facilities, rescld services,
ynhundied elemeants or a combination?

Response: Not epplicable.
F. Are you praviding local exchange service using SWBT-K faciities in a manner
other than an the basis of your irterconnection agreement? if so. please describe.
Besponse: Not applicable.
G. if applicable, what are the average provisioning intervals and maintenancs times
for services SWBT-K provides?
Response: Not applicable.
H. As refated to the provisioning of focat exchange satvice; please describa the
faciiities in operation you have in SWBT-K centified area including the number, type and
location of switches.

Response: Not applicable.

1. Provide destription and status of alf complaints made to SWBT-K or govemmental
authorities regarding access or ability to resell their services.

Response: Not applicable.
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J. Has SWBT responded in good fatth in all areas of your imterconnection
Agreement? If not, please explain.

~ Respense: In Braoks' opinion, SWBT responded in good faith in the process of

: nggoﬁamgmommnmcﬁon for Kansas. It should ba noted, however,
tha there are significant differences in opinion between Brooks and SWBT regarding
whether various rates, tenmns and condiions contained in the Interconnaction Agreement
are consistant with the substantive standards contained In Section 251 and Section 252
{d) of the Act. In exsculing the interconnection Agreement, Brooks acknowisdges only
that & satisfies the Section 252 (e) standards for negotiated (rather than arbitrated)
interconnection agreemants.,

Brooks wouid also state that hecause the Kansas Interconnaction Agreemest was only
signed very recertly, RS experience regarding impiementation of this particular
agreement is imited. The one area in which Brooks does have some experience
regarding interconnection implementation issues refated to its Kansas network is in the
area of coliccation, since Brooks subniitted (and SWBT acceptad for processing)
appfications for phiysical ecltocations at various SWBT cantral offices in the Kansas City
area prior 1o exacuton of the Kansas Interconnection Agreement. While deployment at
those coliocations is stift in progress. Brooks can state genenally that them are
significant differences in opinion betweean Brooks and SWBT conceming the
reasonableness of the cotlocation prces quoted by SWBT, and regarding the
processing tme frames associated with making collocation spaces available. Brooks
believes that the collogation prices are excessive, and that the tma frames required by
SWBT lc process Brooks’ collocation applications have been unreasonably long.

K. What polints of nterconnection with SWEBT-K are available including coliocation?

Rasponse: The Kansas Interconnection Agragment provides that in each SWBT
exchange arga in which Brooks offers iocal exchange service Brooks will, at 2 minimum,
interconmect its network facities to gach SWBT accees tandem, and either (a) 1o sach
SWEBT local tandem or (b) each SWEBT end office subltending such focal tandem.
Additional poinis of interconnection may be required for access to services such as
Directory Assistance, Operator Services, and 911/ER811 Service. See, Section 1A 1.
— Thoe agreement provides that SWET will make available to Brooks vittual collocation
undar the same rates, terms. and canditions as contained in SWBT'S interstate virtual
sxpanded interconnection taritf, and wilt make physical collocation avallable, “...under
the same temms and conditions available to simitarly situated caniers at the time of such
request.” See, Section 11.B.2, and 3. See, also, Appendix "NIM" (Network
Interconnecton Methods) regarding physical collocation under the agreement. Physlcal
collocation appilcations aré priced and procassed by SWEBT on an individust case basis.
— The agreement also makes available "SONET-based Interconnaction® as an option.

U S W SN S S SRR Sy S Y S Y W W W .G |
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L. Has SWBT-K provided the foliowing to your company In accordance with the

Telacommunications Act of 19967 If not. please explain:

1. mtarconnection
2. access to network elements

3. access 1o the poles, ducts, conduits. and rights-of-way owned or controlied by
SWEBT-K

4.access to 911 and E91t.

S. directory assistance

€. operator call completion

7. white pages direclory listings

8. telephone numbers for assignrnent

9. access 1 databases and associated signalling nacessary for call routing and
compietion

10. an}her portabifity
11. services orinfonnaﬂm necessary to implement local dfaling parity
12. reciprocal compensation amangements

Response: The Kansas interconnaction Agreement provides for each of the above-
dentified items, Because Brooks and SWBT have only re¢ently executed the Kansas
Interconnection Agreement, SWBT is not yet actually providing any of ths above-listed
itermns to Brooks. Further, Brooks cannot confim that the rates, terms and conditions
spacified in the agreement are consistent with substantive standands of Sections 251
and 252 (d) of the Act. This resesvation Includes. but is not necessarily imited to, the
rates contained in the agreement for each of thege ttems. [n tha process of negotiations
for this agreement, Brooks did not have access to SWBT's cost studies, and Brooks
made no assessment of whether such rates are consistent with the pricing standard
contained in Section 252 (d). Nor was such an evaluation required as past of Brooks'
nagotiations with SWEBT, since compliance with the substantive standard of Section 251
is not required under the Act for negotiated agreements; instead, only the more firited
standards of Section 252 (&) are applicable to such agreements. Until a comprehensive
invesgation of SWBT's costs of imterconnection, unbundied network elements, the
avoided cost associated with resale, and other items related to interconnection is
completed by the Commission, Brooks is without a basis tor determining whether
SWET's rares are consistant with the Section 251 standard,
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V1. If you are aware that SWBT-K is cumently providing the elements described in L, 1-
12 above to other comparies, pleass provide company names.
Response: Brooks has no knowledge regarding whether SWET Is currently providing
4 such items to other companies n Kansas.

Vil, i the angwer to question {lt is NO; Has your company announced plans or
determined when you will offer these services?

Regporse: Brooks anticipates an initlal offering of a limed number of services -
-~ through resale of SWBT seaqvices — by April, 1097, and anticipates expansiontoa
broager array of servicas within several months thersafter.

Vill. Are you curmently expanding or constructing your own facilities? 1t so, please
describe and when wili these projects be completed?

Response: Brooks Is constructing two ¢connecting fiber optic rings in downtown Kansas
Ctty, Missouri, and 2 52 route mile outer fiber optic 1ing which extends across the state
boundaty. Approximately 20 miles of this outer ring will be focated in Kansas. Brooks
will 2i50 collocate in 3 number of SWBT central offices, primarily through physical
collocation, on both sides of the state boundary. Brooks is deploying & Lucent SESS

~ digital switch =8 2 host switch for its Kansas City network, and wil be daploying remote
switches i a nurrber of the physical collocations. Brooks expects the oollocations to

begin to become operational within over the next sevenal months. The downtown

Kansas City, Missouti rings are expacied to be completed in the very near future. The

host switch is expected to be operational within several months, and the entire network

is expected to be {ully operational by approximataly mid-1997. Brooks expects to

provide service primarily by leasing SWBT unbundled loops and connecting them to
Brooks' natwork.

BB BB & 5 = 3

. Does your campany have a Franchisg Agreemant to operate in any of the cities in
which you are satving or wish {o sewve?

Respongo: Yes, Braoks has a franchisg in Leawood. Additionally, Brooks curmantly has
pertits allowing for inftial installation of faciites in the foflowing Kansas clties: Overand
Park, Lenexa, Mariam, Praitie Village, Olathe, Mission, Roaland Park, Fajrway,
Wastwood, Westwood Hills, and Mission Woods.

. P.o7
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